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mad other inf~srmctmm would l~ affected, gradients of drains and flood control channels could bc
altered, and clay aquifer~ would never recover, As stated in the DE]R, Butte aad Yolo Counties
sustained "in-ovcr.~’bl¢" land lo~, during pin, riot= water h~nks. Th¢ potential for incre, as~ flood
hazards ~ Sutter Couaty is a vital issue ia �onddetation of th~ low lying ~alaerability aud
depe~deaco upon a complox network of draitmgo facilitic~ tim. could bo recadered ~ele~g if
subsidence were to occ~tr.

Non-d~flm’dw tmmlaolo~" throughout the D~P-. fails to ~Idress, proscribed come of action DWR
must follow. Ambiguotm language fails to dorms what is and who deelmm a "drought", what would
prevent the short-term progta~ f~m ~xc~ling six yems, if DWP,. wo~Id ~ver reckarge the
Smuadvatter acLaffet, if-, drought were d~clared throughout the six-year Program, who b reqxms~le

data, and what is th~ fimmdal �ompzasation DWR will offer to tho~ impacted by the Prog~n.

Pot~tial impacts resulting in increased flood baza~ could resulz frvm r~¢rroir "rzf~ll orit~ia"
unlcz, proper co~i .d~tion is Oven to the clearly ~tablished Ireater need for flood stmage capacity.

Docum~.~ts do not address the ~z~aaly listed spring run chinook salmon. Mitigation f~r existiug
winter run salmo~ and other sp~ies is not spocific ~ad appears inad~uatz. Impacts to naturally
oc.un~g w~fla~ and ri~-iau areas ar, not ad6mssed. "lbe~e ar~as ar~ easily d~watcrcd with
groundwatzr ~traztion, d~-oying or mvemly impacting the biological t~sour~ dependent upon
~ historical water l~vds.

There is a ~¢ieatifically identifie.A water purification process that occu~ withia the
gromadwatedstwfaco water iatcracdon ~yporhe.ic) zone that will be loet if drawdovam aad ovcrdmRs
occur. ~ impact is trot addr=sed.

Potentially $ig~ificaat impacts to the Cotmty could o~ur if f~tmers fallow land m make water
available for sal~. The Blythe, California economy was devasta~ when the Metropolitan Wat~
D~ct bank~t 20% of the local agriculture wamr for two yearn Ia Sutt~ C.otmty, tavp ~b~tutio=
i~ not alway, fc~at’blo beemmo of climatic c, xtditiom attd heavier soils found here. The Program does
not contain clear provisions for detetmkting this impa~t nor doe~ it describe how the program would
lx~ modifivd. Tramf~r salv profits may not b~ taxable in Suttta’ County ift~orpomtions report thel~
outside the area. "rb.e Allz~mtiv~s section (page 121) r~f~ a rq:mrt sponsor~ by beaeficiaries
of a transfer sale program that could not by considered objective tbr thv purposes of thi~ study.
The~¢ issu~ shoidd b~ olarified.

Pago 62 identifies we.stem Sutter Couary as a prvvious partidpaat in th~ Drought W~rer Bank
(DWB) program whe, u 2,000 acre feet of groundwater p~r y~tr was exWa~ted in 1991, 1992 aad
1994. The Cotmty was not made aware of the program at that tim¢. ~ fa~ w~ unlmowa uatil the
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The SWPP ~IR is inadequate with re~Ixx;t to ground watt:r quality in its .Appendix B description of
the existing environmrnt. On page B-28, is a false statemmt: "Nitrate appears to be a point-source
¢ontamkmm hx a f~-~ shallow domesti¢ wellt aud ~ not ~ppear to ~ wide~p~ since most wells
a~ well b~low dfinkhg water quality limits." Environmental H~alth has test rmults from 20 wells
in the towa of Sutt~r al~d 48 well~ in the urban area wc~t of Yuba City city limita that e~ceed the
Mmdmum tT.~nmmlnant Level for nitrate. ~oneentrations of twice the MCL ~e common;
conc~n~tiora ofmore than three tim~ the MCL have occurred.

Complete ground water depth and areal delineations trod descriptions of concentrations of arsenic,
~kloride, irol~ lImngattese, nitrate, sulfate, Bentazon, dibromo~blo~~ixoi.m~o (DBCP), Brom~il ~ud
1,2-D ~houl& be provided bythe SWPP EIR for l~re, ent conditions throughout Sutter Cotmty.

County. On pag, 64, the SWPP FIR states, "Ifvrater quality degradation is dete~¢~l that �ould rtsult
in 8romatwater exceeding standards for beneficial use, the potential knpacts of pros~m pumping
on tho=e incre~es will be reviewed. If the substittttion wogram �ontributes to the me2aured
degradation in gtofindwater qtmllty, pumpage will be reduced or slaiReM to curtail degradation." In
other words, pRmpiog can �ontinu~ until the degrad~on remtlm in �onc~trat~ons exee~l|ng the
Maximum Contamin,ant Levels. This p~oe2dure appems to be in viohfioa of State Water Resources
Control Board Resolution No. 68-16, "Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining High Quality
of Watem in C~fomla." According m ~u-al Valley Regio~l Water Quality Control Board, "A
Compilatlon of Water Quality Goals, July 1995", page 4,

"Under this policy, wbemx~r the existing quality of watt" is bett~r than that nee~:d to protect
all prmcnt and pmbablo futu~ beneficial usos of the war, r, such existing Mgh quality shall
b~ maint~aed until or unle,~ it h~s bemn dmnor~trated to the state that an}, change in water
qtmlity:

Will be ~nsist~t with tl~ maximum benefit to the p~ple of the state,
Will not unreasonably aff~t present or probable futur~ beno~sial tm¢~ of
Such Water~ and

0 Will not r~ult in water quality le,.~ tlmu pr~¢n%~i in .~t~t~ policies."

T!~ SWPP ~IR should disclose the rationale andj~tification for degrading Sutter County ground
water until it exceeds the MCLs and then continuing to degrade the ground water but at a ~educcd
rate.
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The SW-PP EIR Appendix B ~ into consid~rablo dotail abom wild pl~ts, f~, and other mime,
but th~’~ is only a dnglo shor~ ~h on pag~ B-30 that discusses a~cultar~ from It, d Bluff
the Delta. A �,on~idorabl~ portion of a~4~ultuml land in Su~ter County, that us~ rrminly
water for inigafion, has significant con~tions of sodium chloride in the grotmd watrr,
Substitution of ground wate¢ for surfac~ v~t~ couldr~sult ia a s~ .iz~ildap in th~ sdls ~hat would
danmg~ th~ soils for.subs~iu~t cro~, Pags 15-27, the $WPP indicates a similar probl~n ~ists with
mllfat~. The SWPP E]R, or an appe~lix fo.~ Suttm- County, should present cal~alations that ShOW
how muvh vldodd¢ and sulfat~ fzom which spod~¢ walls could be ~pplied to which lands in SuRer

bofore tho soils would bo adv~dy

The SW’PP ~ do~ not .dlsdosc the r~harge areas for all the aquif~ in Surfer County that
presently being used and that will i~ used under th~ American Basin conjunctive use ~nd ~ SWPP.
Recharg¢ofshallow, uu~afin~d ~lulf~ ~m b~ assumed ~o occur from rainfall, applied irrigation
wa~er, and ~dsting sm’f~¢ water flo~. R~ch~gs of d~, semiconfmcd or confm~l aquifers is
not discuss~L Efl’~c~s of multipl~ ~ ofptm~i~g ar~ not ad~ss~l. The DWB EIR indicat~ on
pn~ ! 19 that l~td subsid~ce is ca~lsed by slow compaction of fm~gra~ ir.~lerials in an aq~fcl’:
~l’h~ is a slow accumulation of~I’~s but no quickly visibl~, dramatic impa~." Oa pag¢ 44, the
DV¢~ EIR sla~, ’°Howvvra, th© potential for land subdde.a~ exists elsewhere- in ths [southern
Sacramrnto] vall~. In ar~s wh~re conditions sur~pfible to s~bsid~c~ ~ccur (confm~l aquifers
and thick fin~ grained drlx~it0 additional ~lopment [of ground wa~r] will ~quk~
a~dua~ion. = Many well logs is gutter County show thick clay lay~¢s. The SWPP 1~ or an
appendix for Surfer County, should pmsrnt n~aps and studies tha~: d~lineate sp~ifio r ~ol~rge arras
for speci~c arras and depths of aquifers in Sut~er County. Calculations and studies ~hould slso b~
presented ttmt d~nomtmm tha~ ~s amount ofr~barg~ that is achi~,able wil! be adequate to fully
restore the amount of wat~- stored in each souzr.� aqui~ in a timely ~nough fashion to pr~.~t
subsidence.

DWR has suggested ~ ~he r~charg~ m-~ f~r th~ deeper ~tqu~f~’s ~ th~ Sut~r County po~on ofth~
American Basin is in ti~ vicinity of Lincoln. However, DWR has n~t given ~ Surfer County any
studies in support of’tha~ thesis. The SWPP EIR should present studies ~na~ sb~w ~h~ removal of
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w~mr from Sutter Count, s mtm~ r~h~r~ ~ during Ol~On of~ S~P, or ~ ~ve~g of
¯ ose ~ ~
l~d ~baid~e.

~e D~ ~ ~t~ on ~g~ 120,

~� b~ ~y b~me ~le ~ it ~ v~ dl~t ~ r~ ~b~fi~ ~ wh~e wmr
q~ ~ det~a~t~
"~d~t~ q~ mo~g d~g ~ 1~! Wa~r ~ ~v~ no de--on ~ ~r
q~mli~ over ~e

resul~ ~om p~fio~ ~ ~ ~fi~ ~ the ~~ Sup¢lm~ Wa~ ~e

Ex~io~ of
2,~
by ~e S~P
welk f~r ~ g~P ~ ~R ~ m~ for ~fio ~a~¢~ ~d for gen~ ~ if ~e

1. Migration of significant amounts of =¢eni¢ or pestiddes ooald occur without
appt~.ariug as a significant inor~e in spedfi~ conduotance.

2. Existiag wells might not be at @pr~riate depths ~ad locations to see early arrival
of sally.

3. Monitortug weLls should be placed close to the poorer quality water.and at morn ~
one depth in order to see constituent movement.
Pesticide movem~t would not be detected in the proposut monitoring program, but
p~stioides have been found in Suttcr County well water.

The SWPP EIR is inadequate in its pr~entation ofwater quality monitoriz~g. The SWPP EII~ or
an appendix for SuRer County, should ~Idr~s the above four concerns.

In condusioa, upon complete review Of the DEIR, Sutter County h~s a large number of conoerns and
questions that remaia. Ivlitiga~ion mc~s~t~s ~ vague and inadequate. Data for analysis i~
i~eomIdete in most cases. AJtem~tives are not well presented and fail to consider possible
improvements to surface water delivery. Overall disoussion of impacts to agriculttae arc h~adcquate.
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The tone of the do~’n~t appeam written to support the Program a~d do~ not sccm objective in Rs
an~lysis or conclusions. In c.onsid~io- of the concerns stated h~’~in, Suttcr County recommen~
DWR r~consld=r th¢ proposed Pro~aan in its ¢atirety. Greater emphasis should b~ plac~l upon
increases i~ ¢ffioi~aoy, conservation aud improvement of the existing surfac~ ~’ater supply system.
Any consideratio- of gazmdwater dcve.lopmcnt should be ac, complish~l oa a l,:~al basis within the
context o£ a 8maadveater manag=n~nt program that will protect the r~our~� with careful
management and monitoriaD Exportation of g~o~mdwat= ~soarc~ either dizcotly or indirectly, has
very limitvd pot©-ti-,d ia ~asi~.,ration of the management �omplexity, ~s well a_s the existing and
futu~ anticipated loom dm~ads. This lh’ogram has the potential fo~ far too ma~y long term and
in-ovetsibl¢ impacts, which by th~nselvcs provide enough justification to conserv~ and protcz:t the
groundwater reso~ in the Sacramento Valley.

DICK AglN, CHAIn.MAN
SUT~R COUNTY BOARD OF SUPEP, VISORS

�~EIWI~-LTIL
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